The literature on destination image spanned over four decades. Despite this long period of knowledge accumulation, there is not yet a generally accepted measurement for destination image. This paper seeks to determine the underlying structure of tourism destination image and to investigate the effect of destination image on visitors' future intentions. An emerging tourism destination in Nigeria (Cross River State) was used as the study area. A systematic sample of 367 onsite visitors was recruited for the study. A well-structured and written questionnaire containing 35 destination image attributes was used to elicit data for the study. Exploratory factor analysis, t test equality test and regression analysis were utilized to identify attributes that underpinned destination image and underlying structure. The exploratory factor analysis produced six dimensions: destination quality of life, natural attractions and facilities, quality of public services, destination product quality and education, industry hospitality and environmental ambience, communication and security. Tourism destination image index of the destination was rated somewhat poor. Inferential statistic shows that there is significant difference in the tourists' perception of four destination image dimensions (destination quality of life, natural attractions and facilities, quality of public services, destination product quality and education, industry hospitality and environmental ambience and communication and security) based on whether they are domestic or international tourists. Two of the dimensions (quality of public services and communication and security) did not indicate significant difference based on place of residence. The study also shows that there is a significant relationship between tourism destination image dimensions and visitors' behavioural intentions. Specifically, two destination image dimensions were found to predict visitors' future intentions (industry hospitality and environmental ambience and natural attractions and facilities). The result of this study is expected to influence the formulation of destination product development and branding strategy which is necessary to create and grow the number of visitor arrivals in the destination.
INTRODUCTION
The need to understand the nature and impact of destination image on tourist consumer behaviour has received much attention from marketing researchers and tourism practitioners because of its strategic importance in tourism planning and development. Destination image has been suggested as one of the most important factors *Corresponding author. E-mail: esubenjamin@yahoo.com. Tel: +234034740556 Author(s) agree that this article remain permanently open access under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0 International License that influence visitors flow to a destination (Vaughan, 2007) . The literature on destination image has spanned over four decades. Despite this long period of knowledge accumulation, there is not yet a generally accepted measurement for destination image. According to Fakeye and Crompton (1991) as cited by Vaughan (2007) , "destinations with positive image are thought more likely to prosper while those with negative image may never prosper". It is interesting to note that destination marketing managers are still grappling with the problem of determining which set of tourism destination image (TDI) dimensions are most effective in growing tourist arrivals. Some destinations have spent huge sums of money in destination product development and packaging strategies that have not impacted significantly on visitors" arrivals. To provide answer to the above managerial problem, it is imperative to determine factors or attributes of tourist destination that would create meaningful impressions with subsequent influence on visitor arrivals if implemented. This paper therefore seeks to contribute to the literature on tourism destination image by analyzing more comprehensively the underlying structure of TDI and the effect of destination image on visitors" future intentions using "Destination Cross River" as the study area.
This paper is divided into 5 sections. There is a brief review of academic literature on tourist destination image and growth in the conceptual measurement of destination image. This is followed by detailed research methodology, results of data analysis and interpretation. The results are then presented in terms of cognitive evaluation of Cross River State (destination image index), critical destination image factors affecting behavioural intentions (repeat visit). The discussion section describes the findings and strategic implications of findings.
LITERATURE REVIEW Destination tourism image and importance
The Oxford Advanced Learner"s Dictionary defines destination image as "an impression that a person, an organization or a product gives to the public and/or a mental picture that you have of what something is like or looks like" (Hornby, 2011: 748) . Destination is a mental image formed by exposure to destination attributes (Bagoglu, 1999; Baloglu and McCleary, 1999; Gallarza et al., 2002) . The importance of imagery cannot be overemphasized as tourists make their decisions based on these images and information before selecting a destination to visit (Mohan, 2010 ). An understanding of TDI is critical as it influences tourist preferences for destination, motivation for choice of destination, and by extension purchase behaviour. It is noted that attitudes and behaviour are formed on the basis of an individual tourist"s derived image which are not easily changed or Esu 81 eroded except by the introduction of a new idea, information or experience (Cooper et al., 1998) . Cooper et al. (1998) took a leap from the United Nation World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) and define tourism image as "ideas, conceptions held individually or collectively of the destination". Marino (n.d.) observed that a tourist destination with a strong and consolidated image in the market has a better guarantee of prosperity and has important influence on the behavior of the tourist. The role of destination image is critical in the selection of a destination and determines which destination remains in the opportunity set and the realizable set for further evaluation and consideration into the choice set and eventually into the holiday set (Gartner, 1993) . Farias et al. (2013: 109) ) define destination image as a set of complex mental impression and total feelings that a potential tourist holds of a product, place or tourism destination. Globally, destination image can be define as a composite of mental impressions a potential and/or actual tourist gets from the evaluation of the functional and psychological attributes of a destination and the functional and psychological holistic or imagery of the environment of a destination.
Destination image formation
Literature search reveals a plethora of knowledge in this subject. They include Gunn (1972), Fakeye and Crompton (1991) , Gartner (1993) in his article, "image formation process, and Baloglu and McCleary (1999) in their article, "a model of destination image formation processes. Gunn (1972) ""suggests two sources or agents of destination image: induced image and organic image"". Induced image is formed from information generated from destination advertising, while organic image is formed from the tourist past experiences during visit to a destination. A third component (complex image) was later added by Fakeye and Crompton (1991) . Complex image is formed from the evaluation of tourist consumption experience at the destination. The image at complex image stage undergoes three outcomes: it is modified, corrected or removed depending on whether elements or impressions already gathered from the two previous stages about the destination are consistent or inconsistent with the actual trip experiences. If consistent, the image is reinforced. On the other hand, if the impression is inconsistent, the image is modified or removed. Post consumption image (complex image) was used for this study since the destination image that the researcher seeks to measure was formed during visitors" stay in the destination visited. Gartner (1993) presents a three level hierarchical image formation structure: cognitive image, affective image and conative image. Cognitive image refers to the image formed from knowledge or perception a tourist has about a destination"s attributes evaluation. Affective image refers to the image formed from the feelings a place, people or event arouse in a tourist or the value that tourist attaches to a destination based on sociopsychological motivation. Conative image refers to a tourist future behavioural intention. Gartner (1993) is credited with expanding Gunn"s (1972) two components destination image formation agent model (induced and organic). He divided the induced image component into: overt induced 1, overt induced 11, covert induced 1 and covert induced 11. The organic image component was divided into unsolicited organic (unsolicited information from friends and relatives) and solicited organic (solicited information given by friends and relatives) (Jorgensen (2004) . It is noted that the cognitive stage is the most critical because at this stage, the destination marketer can directly influence the tourist destination choice by creating appropriate information about the destination (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991 Vaughan (2007) summarizes the image formation process by stating that the literature on TDI can be reduced into three perspectives: image as a composite construct (that is the sum of beliefs, ideas, and impressions a person has about a destination), image as an attitudinal construct (this consist the physical traits, affects and emotional response to destination attributes) and image as a societal concept (the social and political environment of business).
Destination image attributes and scale measurement development
Research on TDI started about four decades ago following the work of Hunt in 1971 (Mohan, 2010) . Since then, extensive research has continued on the phenomenon (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991; Fakeye and Crompton, 1991) . Echtner and Ritchie (1991 , 1993 , 2003 conceptualize destination image as consisting of: (i) of initial two dimensions: those that are attributes based and those that are holistic. (ii) the component of attribute based and holistic based are further divided into functional based attributes (tangible characteristic) and psychological based holistic (intangible or abstract characteristics). These resulted into four dimensions: functional-attributes dimension (climate, prices, road, and infrastructure), functional-holistic dimension (mental pictures of physical characteristic of landscapes), psychological-attributes dimension (friendly people and safety) and psychological holistic dimension (general feeling of atmosphere). (iii) They later modified the attribute-holistic dimension and functional-psychological dimension of destination image into three dimensions, which ranged from those based on more common functional and psychological traits to those based on more unique features, events and feeling or auras. Matos et al. (2012:112) conceptualize a destination image as having three broad components: controllable forces ( induced image) which is represented by variables such as external stimuli, promotion activities, access routes, infrastructure and uncontrollable forces (organic image) represented by personal factors such as motivation past travel experience and external stimuli such as residents, time and space distance and service providers. They went further to conclude that destination affects a tourist destination choice at three points: before the trip (a prior), during the tourist"s stay in the destination (in loco) and after the tourist returned home (a posterior). The most remarkable and ground breaking attempt to solve the problem of identifying elements of tourism destination image was by Beerlie and Martin (2004) who from extensive literature review generated a list of variables which could potentially be used as measurement instrument. The elements include: natural resource; tourist, leisure and recreation, natural environment; general infrastructure, cultural, history and arts; social environment; tourist infrastructure; politics and economics and atmosphere of place. Beelie and Martin (2004) list of attributes were assumed to incorporate every aspect of a destination which could potentially be used as an instrument of measurement. All factor influencing image assessment made by individuals were incorporated and classified into distinct dimensions. Mohan (2010) observed that Pikes (2002) had reviewed 142 papers destination image papers published from 1973 to 2000 and concluded that there had been recurring criticism of the list of attributes. Mohan (2010) corroborated Pikes (2002) and asserts that there is no clearly conceptual base leading destination image studies, especially the ones investigating image and other concepts. Fronchot and Kreziak (2008) similarly observed that there is still some problem with the conceptual development and measurement of tourism destination image and attractiveness. What this means is that authors are not in agreement on what constitutes a generally acceptable measurement scales for measuring TDI. The lack of conceptual framework regarding the notion of tourism destination image (TDI) is still an area of concern to date in view of the fact that TDI is widely acclaimed to be a critical element in tourist visitation (Mohan, 2010; Fronchot and Kreziak, 2008) . Unlike TDI, concepts in tourism research such as resident perception and attitude have standardized scale of measurement (Viviers and Slabbert, 2012; Delamere et al., 2001) . Previous attempts to development a TDI measuring scale were criticized on the following basis: the scales produced by researchers lack homogeneity with respect to the attributes which define an individual"s perceptual image, criticism of the attributes list, absence of an acceptable theory to replace the multi-attributes models, difficulty in measuring consumers overall perceptions of a destination, the absence of validity and reliability of scales used in measuring destination and attractiveness casting doubt on their psychometric properties, etc. This study therefore seeks to contribute to the development of TDI measurement scale that will overcome the weaknesses aforementioned in previous studies.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING
Image is influenced by the characteristics of a destination, exposure to information received about the destination, personal factors such as motivation and socio-demgraphic characteristics and previous experience (Bagoglu, 1999; Baloglu and McCleary, 1999 and Gallarza et al., 2002) . Frochot and Kreziak (2008) found the following themes in the study of TDI: mountain authenticity, services at the resort, skiing, nonski snow activities, conviviality, and challenge. Mohan (2010) investigated the impact that destination image has on sport tourists" decision to travel using linear regression. He found that the significant image dimensions were weather, safety, cost and hospitality. Molina et al. (2010) studied the relationship between tourist destination image and means of promotion and brochures and found that the use of information sources as promotion tools has a strong influence on the formation of tourist destination image.
Buhelis (2010) proposed and conceptualized image as predictor of quality and perceived valued and found a significant relationship which in turn affect tourist satisfaction and behaviour intentions. Navratil et al. (2012) using an exploratory approach found that the image of a tourist destination is multilateral. He found that the cognitive appreciation of water, natural attractions, and cultura-historic were predictors of tourist behavioural intentions. Edwards et al. (2009) in an Australian study conceptualized destination image as city environment, city experience, large attractions, services and food services. Images are said to have an impact upon the formation of service quality evaluation, customer"s satisfaction and future recommendations (Bigne et al., 2001; Pike, 2002) . Mohan (2010) asserts that the importance of destination image in consumer decision making has long received universal acceptance. This is because it influences tourist perception and consequent behaviour and destination choice. Vaughan (2007) also found that respondents were significantly different in their perception of the image of Romania as a result of place of residence of respondents (Munich, Oporto, Leon and Bournemouth) (Figure 1 ). In view of the above we therefore postulate that:
There is no significant difference in the perceived tourism destination image of visitors based on place of 
Sample size and sampling procedure
A sample size of 367 was generated through statistical estimation using Taro Yamene Formular ( Yamene, 1967) at 0.05 error margin and a population of arrivals of 65,000 non-residents (total number of nonresident visitors to Calabar in the past one year). Ten visitor ready sites in Calabar were used for the study (National Museum, Tinapa Business and Leisure Resort, Cultural Center, Botanical Garden, Pandrillus Wildlife Conservation Center, Cercopan Wildlife conservation Center, Millenium Park, Marina Resort, Slave Trade Museum and Obong"s Place). Systematic sampling design was used for drawing subjects into the sample. The sample units were drawn from the population of visitors by counting every five visitor entering the site: an interval skip of five onsite visitors at attraction was used. The study was limited to Calabar Tourism Cluster because it is the major entry point into the destination by land, air and sea and is the hub of tourism business in Cross River State.
Instrumentation
A well-structured written questionnaire was designed and used in data collection. The content of the instrument drew heavily from the works of Mohan (2010) , Edwards et al. (2009) and Navratil et al. (2012) . The instrument was partitioned into three parts. Part one had four items on demographics of respondent (age, gender, education, place of residence). The second part contained questions on destination attributes. A total of 35 items represented specific destination attributes. Respondents were asked to rate their perception of the destination image forming attributes on a five point Likert scale (1= very poor and 5= very good). Part three of the instrument measured visitor"s tendency to repeat visit (behavioural intentions). Future intention was treated as one item construct (tendency to repeat visit to destination). It was measured on a five point Likert scale with 1= strongly disagreed and 5= strongly agreed. In all, this measurement scale seeks to measure the perceived image of the study area (Destination Cross River) and element of the destination image that significantly predicts visitors" behavioural intentions.
Pre-test study
The questionnaire was pretested to ensure content validity by engaging destination managers in the private and public tourism subsector to carry out face validity of the instrument. Five experts in the field of destination management were presented with the instrument for perusal and to make their contribution in the wording and scope of tourism destination attributes (TDI). The experts include: The Economic Adviser to the State Governor, Marketing General Manager (Tourism Bureau), Unical Hotel Manager, Managing Director (Tourism Bureau). Their inputs were most significant in framing the words of questionnaire items for better understanding. Reliability analysis was based on the test of internal consistency that was done before exploratory factor analysis was carried out.
Data collection method
The data used for this study was collected as part of a larger study conducted by the Cross River State Tourism Bureau 2012. The entire research project was supervised by the author as a team Leader. The questionnaire was self-administered on on-site visitors in ten visitor attractions (only same day and overnight visitors were considered 
Data analysis
SPSS Window 16.0 was used for organization of data in this study. The data collected were analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation) and multivariate analysis (factor and regression). Frequency distribution was used to capture the demographics of visitors to the destination. Simple average was used in calculating the perceived tourism destination image dimensions. This was helpful in calibrating and interpreting the tourism destination image index. Leven and Pubin (1991) calibrated destination image in three zones: Good= 3.6-5 point, Fair = 2.6-3.5 point and Poor = 1-2.5 points. Cronbach"s alpha reliability test was done to measure the scale reliability (internal consistency of the 35 items). The acceptable lower limit could be as low as 0.5 (Field, 2005) . At the preliminary stage, reliability test of the 35 destination image items was done using inter -item correlation and any items below 0.5 were deleted. Correlation matrix was proposed as preliminary means of assessing the presence of multi-collinearity. Value of inter-item correlation must not be very large (r = 0.8 to 0.9) and values below 0.3 were not accepted. Construct and factorial validity was ascertained through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring (PAF) with varimax rotation on the 35 TDI attributes (Field, 2005) .For appropriateness of data for factor analysis, Kaiser-MeyerOlkin (KMO) measure of sample adequacy must not be less than 0.5. Bartlett"s test of sphericity test shows that there is some relationship between the variables (A significant test tells us that the R-matrix is not an identity matrix and therefore appropriate for factor analysis). Extraction and retention of factors was based on factor loading of 0.3 and eigenvalue greater one. The first hypothesis was tested using t test to establish if there is any significance difference in the perceived tourism destination image dimensions of domestic and international visitors. Multiple regression models was used in hypothesis two to test the statistical relationship between perceived destination image and repeat visit in hypothesis one (Y=α + βi TDIi + E).
RESEARCH RESULTS AND FINDINGS

Profile of respondents
Out of a sample of 367 visitors who completed and returned the questionnaire, only 235 copies of the questionnaire were found fit for data analysis. This represented 64% questionnaire response rate. The sample comprises 16% foreigners and 84% Nigerians. The respondents were aged between 22 to 50 years. Most of the respondents were professionals and selfemployed people. And most of them visited the destination in the company of family members or friends.
Factor analysis
Preliminary reliability test with Cronbach"s alpha test yielded values of α between 0.856 to 0.873. The values in the correlation matrix were not very large (0.3 to 0.6) as to cause error or unreliable measures as they were within acceptable limits (critical level= 0.8 to 0.9). This was to ensure the internal consistency of the items that were used to measure the destination image dimensions. Secondly, it was intended to rule out initial problems of multi-collinearity. Exploratory Factor analysis was done to determine the underlying structure of destination image attributes. KMO value was 0.850 which was greater than the benchmark of 0.5. The value of Bartlett"s sphericity test was (χ2=.00337, df= 595, p = 0.000). On the basis of this statistics, the data was deemed suitable for factor analysis. All the 35 items were used for factor analysis because no sign of multi-collinearity was detected with the inter-item correlation. With eigenvalue greater than 1, six dimensions of destination image were produced. The six dimensions had a total variance of 55.52% which was good enough. The eigenvalue range between 1.07 to 7.22. The entire factors loaded at values above 0.3.
A careful examination of the items loaded in each of the dimensions guided us in renaming the factors/ dimensions. See details in Table 1 . Factor one loaded 8 items and was named destination quality of life. This dimension had a composite reliability test value of 0.876. Factor two loaded 7 items and was named natural attractions and facilities. This dimension had a composite reliability test value of 0.725. Factor three loaded 6 items and was named quality of service providers. This dimension had a composite reliability test value of 0.790. Factor four loaded 6 items and was named destination product quality and education. This dimension had a composite reliability test value of 0.724. Factor five loaded 4 items and was named industry hospitality and environment ambience. This dimension had a composite reliability test value of 0.716. Factor six loaded 4 items and was named communication and security. This dimension had a composite reliability test value of 0.690 (Table 1) .
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Tourism destination image index of Cross River State
This study also produced an additive tourism destination index which will help in the comprehension of the constructs (Fakeye and Crompton, 1991; Bagoglu and MCcleary, 1999) . The six attributes produced by exploratory factor analysis were used to create a destination image index for Cross River State (Table 2) . Each of the six image dimensions produced by EFA represents a TDI dimension. The TDI index was computed by calculating the mean of each of the TDI dimensions (Mohan 2010) . Interpretation of the destination image was done in line with (Leven and Pubin, 1991) as cited by Mohan (2010) . Overall, the image of the destination is somewhat poor. The result of the analysis indicates that the TDI index portrays the state as having a not very good image. Out of the six TDI dimensions only one dimension was scored good (industry hospitality and ambience was rated 3.70 on the TDI index). Destination quality of life was scored fair on the TDI index (2.87) and the other destination image dimensions were scored poor (<2.5) on the TDI index. Descriptively it was found that there were differences in the perceived image of the destination based on place of residence of tourist (domestic and international tourist). The domestic tourists had higher perceived TDI on four image dimensions of the destination: destination quality of life (domestic =3.037 and international=1.997); natural attractions and facilities (domestic= 2.201 and international =1.618); destination product quality and education (domestic =2.085 and international=1.75); industry hospitality and ambience (domestic=3.781and international=1.75), while international tourist had higher perceived TDI on two image dimensions: quality of public services (domestic= 2.081 and international=2.171)and communication and security (domestic=1.935 and international=2.171). The detail is shown in Table 2 .
Hypothesis testing
Visitor type and perceived image of tourist destination dimensions: To determine if there is a significant difference in the perceived image of the destination by domestic and international tourists, each TDI image dimension was tested for equality of means using independent t test. The result shows that the perceived image of four TDI dimensions were significantly different (destination quality of life: t= 4.379, p=0.000; natural attractions and facilities: t=2.299, p <0.05; product quality and education: t=2.317, p <0.05; and industry hospitality and ambience: t=3.787, p=0.001. Two TDI dimensions did not show significant difference in the perceived TDI (quality of public services: t=-0.519, p >0.05 and communication and security: t =-1-717, p > 0.05).This is shown in Table 3 . 
Effect of tourism destination image and visitors' future intentions
Regression analysis was used to test the effect of destination image on visitors" future intentions and to specifically determine the image dimensions which predict visitors" future intentions. The overall model shows that there is a positive and significant relationship between destination image and repeat visit (R 2 = 53.5%, F=43.771, p =0.000). This means that over fifty percent of the change in the dependent variable is accounted for by variation in the destination image attributes. This indicates that the null hypothesis should be rejected. The value of R 2 shows that the model has a reasonable good fit to predict the criterion variable. The value of Durbin Watson (2.127) was within normal range and so any autocorrelation problem was ruled out in the model fittest. See Table 4 for details. The effect of each of the tourism destination image dimensions on behavioural intentions was measured using multiple regression analysis. The analysis shows that natural attraction and facilities (p < 0.05, t= -2.52, b = -0.096) and industry hospitality and ambience (p = 0.000, t= 13.076, b = 0.777) predicted repeat visit. The other four dimensions did not predict repeat visit (p > 0.05). This is shown in Table 5 .
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS
The result of exploratory factor analysis produced six tourism destination image dimensions or elements: destination quality of life, natural attractions and facilities, quality of public services, destination product quality and education, industry hospitality and ambience and communication and security. The principle of validity and reliability were taken into consideration in generating dimensions that subsequently formed what in this study represents the underlying structure of the construct known as tourism destination image. These dimensions were empirically generated which made it unique formed unlike the methodology used in some previous works on this subject (Pike, 2002,) , Mohan (2010) and Frochot (2008) . The major contribution of this study to literature is the development of TDI index and the subsequent determination of the underlying structure and components of TDI that predicts visitors" future behavioural intentions in an emerging tourism destination in a developing country. The six TDI dimensions produced covered most of the elements that were earlier suggested by Beerlie and Martin (2004) and Mohan (2010) , but differ because of the processes that the authors deployed in generating the underlying structure. Some of the TDI attributes in the studies listed here were subjectively generated. Further to that, this study is more comprehensive because of the large array of items which eventually were dimensioned into six. The methodology used suggests a scale or framework for measuring TDI which is the main crux of this paper. The TDI index revealed that visitors" perceived image of the destination (Cross River State) is somewhat poor. Perceived tourist image with respect to these TDI dimensions differ between the two categories of tourist. The domestic tourists were found to have a slightly higher perceived TDI than international tourists.
The result of the analysis further shows that tourism destination image significantly influence visitors" repeat visit. Out of six TDI dimensions generated through EFA only two dimensions were found to predict repeat visit: community hospitality and ambience and natural attractions and facilities. The other dimensions should be omitted from the model since those dimensions were not significant. They do not make significant contribution in the explanation or prediction of repeat visit to tourist destinations. The significant dimensions in this study contained some of the attributes that were found significant in some previous studies (Bigne et al., 2001; Edward et al. 2009; Navratil et al., 2012) . Worthy of note is the fact that industry hospitality and environmental ambience appear to have more impact on visitors" behaviour by reason of its regression coefficient value and even the TDI index. The negative regression coefficient obtained in natural attractions and facilities may be associated with the lack of effective product positioning and brand association of the destination nature based products and facilities (low product enhancement and packaging). The TDI dimensions are precursors of the destination brand identity. They are the activities created by stakeholders in the tourism industry. Tourist perception of the TDI dimension destination lends itself to the formation of a destination brand image. The two predictors of tourist future intentions should be used as the basis for product strategy formulation and marketing. Effort should be intensified to upgrade the tourism components of the destination that are responsible for industry hospitality and environmental ambience and enhancement of natural attractions and facilities. The destination nature based products; environmental attractiveness and hospitality of industry operators should be improved and used as the destination unique selling proposition.
Conclusion
The dimensions produced in this study have highlighted the elements that should be used to represent and measure destination image. This answers the "what it is made up of and what it is not" question of TDI. The results suggest that TDI is structured into six dimensions, and that not all the social constructions and operation of tourism destination managers significantly influence visitor"s behavioural intentions. The dimensions that predict future intentions are critical in the planning and development of destination products and marketing. Destination competitiveness is based on the tourist flow and number of repeat visits the destination enjoys. Repeat visit is important in marketing because of the belief that it is cheaper and more profitable to serve a repeat visitor than a first timer. Notably, the destination image of the study area (Destination Cross River)is poor as inferred from the very low scores of items rating. To positively improve the destination image and to maximize the benefit of increasing tourist flow and repeat visitation, the destination managers need to formulate a new tourism product development strategy that will make industry hospitality and environmental ambience, enhancement of natural attractions and facilities the major supporting components of the destination product. The study supports the view that, tourism destination image is an individual"s subjective and objective evaluation of designated features of a location which is stored in memory and used in taking decision concerning the future consumption of the location by potential and prospective tourists.
This study is not without limitation. The use of only one destination with just data collected from one cluster of the destination constitutes a limitation in this study. It is suggested that further validation of the instrument should include data collected from several points from a country or even much more from a region. Secondly, respondents for the student should include other forms of onsite visitors such as festivals.
